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A mammalogist's  view of current mammal damage control trends
by Sydney Anderson, Curator and Chairman, Department of Mammalogy,
. The American Museum of Natural History, New York City
Different mammalogists have different views on this subject. The following
are mine. Historically, there was considerable controversy in the
American Society of Mammalogists around 1930 on the question of predator
control. The primary reasons for these different views, then and also
now, are different value judgments. Science without non-scientific
value judgments is not sufficient to lead one to a single view or set
of views. Science embodies certain value judgments such as honesty, the
public value of human knowledge, objectivity, the desirability of
. formulating testable hypotheses, and the examination of all relevant
and available evidence. Scientists are human beings and citizens,
.
and as such are as entitled/to personal opinions and assorted value
judgments as is anyone else. Nevertheless, it is desirable to distinguish
the personal from the scientific in our own minds and in our public
deliberations. This is not easy to do and we commonly fail.
The common use of the term "damage control" results from a recent
trend, and contrasts with the earlier term "predator control". Human
mammals and domestic mammals'are traditionally not considered as
sources of damage although we know of such instances (when I mentioned
damage by domestic animals to land I detected no head nodding in assent
and I heard nothing more on the subject during the meeting). "Damage"
and "control" are not easily defined. My point here is that you should
not blithely assume that when you use them they will mean the same
thing to your listeners as they do to you. There are many semantic
problems in this business.
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The scales of place and time also need consideration. Most of our
discussion will concern about one percent of the surface of the Earth,
namely parts of the western United States, and a few recent years only.
What is a "current trend"? Do two points on a graph comprise a trend?
Three points? Some important changes are step-wise or quantum in nature.
I feel that it is important to consider trends that affect damage control
in various ways, as well as trends within the field of damage control as
narrowly construed. These include demographic, economic, political, and
social trends.
Major demographic trends include population growth, immigration, and
changes in the ratio of rural to urban dwellers. Trends don't go on
forever; most are short-term phenomena. This applies to population
growth as well as damage control practices. If humans don't manage to
control their own population, other factors will. However, the world
population will probably rise from the present 4 billion to 6 billion
by the year 2000. These people will expect to eat food. They will
probably have to eat more grain and less meat than people now do.
Important economic trends will result from demographic changes. Our
present agricultural practices rely heavily on petroleum for fuel and
fertilizers. Changing availability and costs of energy will affect
our life styles, our foods, and needs for damage control (increasing
some needs and decreasing others).
There is a trend in economics and management strategy to internalize
costs that earlier were regarded as external. Things such as clean air
and water were long regarded as free. Now it costs money to have clean
air or water. As costs increase it will be more difficult to render
them trivial by diffusing them and hence people may expect costs to be
realistically charged to the beneficiaries. 61
There is a trend in economics and in ecology to recognize and try to
deal with complexity. The simplistic notion that "deer are good, mountain
lions and wolves kill deer, and therefore we should kill these predators"
was generally accepted as relevant to the management of national parks
not many years ago. The concept of "multiple use"  is symptomatic of the
trend. The concept really is of no help in deciding on uses, but does
help direct attention to complexity and the desirability of carefully
considering many possible uses.
Political trends are important. From time to time we see trends'toward
more government or less government, mostly the former. The political
process is heavily involved in attempts to shift costs to someone else
and benefits to oneself. People have an understandable tendency to use
more of that which seems free to them. Bureaucrats have an understandable
tendency to add people to their staffs and to increase their budgetary
requests. Governments have an understandable tendency to print money
and spend it and hence to cause inflation. These truisms are all
directly relevant to animal damage control, or at least to the government's
involvement in the process, and we should be prepared to answer very
pointed questions in these areas.
Among the important  social trends is the environmental movement. People
have a tendency to lump their opponents together and call them names.
The next time you feel inclined to blame all your troubles on "emotional
environmentalists", stop and consider that this is at best a half truth,
the other half being that there are also emotional fanatics on your
side. The public discussion really should be conducted, at least by
scientists, on a morf  rational and deliberate basis.
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Another trend is that of requiring environmental impact statements.
Much paper has been expended in producing these and most of them probably
haven't really helped much in making decisions. Nevertheless, I view
them favorably, because they may evolve into something more useful and
because they tend to raise questions that should be answered. Prophecy
or prediction, whether in religion, economics,, or ecology is an uncertain
process. As a professional skeptic, I view wildlife management, economic
management, or any other kind of management as something we should do,
not because we are very good at it but because we can't avoid it.
Whatever we do will have effects and we need to worry about them. We
don't do ourselves a favor by claiming to be able to do something we
can't do. (Credibility was a word frequently used at this meeting, so I
judge that this is a matter of some concern.) We should, of course, try
to improve whatever abilities we do have as managers.
There are many technological trends. These are familiar to practitioners
in the field. Meetings such as this are devoted largely to keeping
professional workers up to date, so I will not say much about these
trends.
The continuing accumulation of new knowledge is a familiar and important
trend. Our research may seem trivial to critics, or to ourselves at
I times. Certainly some of it never leads anywhere, but in the aggregate
it is essential. New hypotheses and new data to test them are perpetually
needed.
Now, having expounded on the above generalities, I will venture to indicate
some trends in Animal Damage Control, which, other things being equal, I
am personally inclined to favor. Other things, of course, are rarely
equal and so the problem becomes that of balancing or compromising values
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in a complex system in which it is impossible to simultaneously maximize
different values.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
Cheaper is better. Resources are limited. Internalization of costs
is one means of employing market mechanisms to improve efficiency.
Selectivity is better. It is better to direct control measures
at the one species causing damage rather than at several species,
and at the individuals causing damage when possible rather than at
an entire population.
Control is better than extermination.
Humane methods are desirable. This may be difficult to define or
to measure, but you had better be willing to talk about it in a
way that is not condescending or insulting in the larger public
arena or you are going to lose the debate there. Remember that
it is not the fanatics among your opposition whom you need to convince.
Knowledge is better than ignorance. (This involves a value judgment,
as do most of these statements.) Hence, I favor research, ranging
from pure ecology to comprehensive cost benefit analysis.
Education is important.
A broader perspective is needed.
Management relates to livestock, construction, and other agricultural
activities as much as to the mammals causing damage. It relates to
habitat. It relates to longer time scales as well as short times
(such as one season, or one term in Congress, or one human
generation).
In conclusion: Value judgments are of the essence. We should not
pretend, as scientists or technicians, that science or technology alone
can answer the question-- What should we be doing? We should recognize
and articulate our own valIJe judgments and assumptions. We should
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acknowledge judgments and assumptions different from our own and respect
persons holding them, even while advocating our own.
